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Abstract: In order to understand the mechanism of drought tolerance in Kalanchoe tubiflora, some physiological
and biochemical indexes in K. rubiflora leaves were determined under drought and rewatering conditions. The
results showed that O, production rate, and H,O, and malonaldehyde (MDA) content increased with prolonged
droughts, and the contents of soluble sugar and proline, as well as SOD activity enhanced, while CAT activity
reduced. All of these could restore to the level before drought under rewatering treatment. In conclusion, it was
suggested that K. tubiflora tolerate drought stress by accumulation of osmoregulators, improving capacity of
active oxygen scavenging, thus reducing the damage caused by oxidative stress.
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Fig. 1 Changes in soil water content and relative water content (RWC) of Kalanchoe tubiflora leaves after drought and rewatering. ND: Control; D20:

Drought for 20 days; D70: Drought for 70 days; RW: Rewater after 70-day-drought. The different letters above columns indicated significant difference

at 0.05 level. The same is following Figures.
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Fig. 2 Effects of drought and rewatering on production rate of O;, H,0, and MDA contents in Kalanchoe tubiflora leaves
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Fig. 3 Effects of drought and rewatering on SOD and CAT activities in Kalanchoe tubiflora leaves
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Fig. 4 Effects of drought and rewatering on soluble sugar and proline contents in Kalanchoe tubiflora leaves
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